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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

1 . The following quotations of 37 CFR § 1 .75(a) is the basis of objection: 

(a) The specification must conclude with a claim particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming 
the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention or discovery, 

2. Claims 1 and 16 are objected to under 37 CFR § 1.75(a) as failing to particularly 
point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which the applicant regards as his 
invention or discovery. 

Claim 1 , line 5 is referring to "said detected edges" which is referring to line 3 
where "an edge", not edges is detected. Line 3, at "detect an edge" ought to be 
amended to "detect edges" to correspond with "said detected edges" of line 5. 

Claim 16, line 10 has the phrase "same attribute of image". Claim 16 is not clear 
whether the "same attribute of image" is contained within the "lightness image", line 4 or 
original image, lines 2,3. 

Claim 16, line 10 ought to be amended to read "same attribute of the lightness 
image." 

Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC§102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

4. Claims 1,2,4,6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15 and 16 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Ricard (US Patent 6,731,795 B1). 

Regarding claims 1 and 11, Ricard discloses an image processing apparatus and 
method, comprising: 

a) a receiving unit 1 16 of fig. 1 is a scanner to receive a scanned image as 
mentioned in col. 3, lines 44,45; 

b) an edge detecting unit (or algorithm) to detect an edge using a lightness 
(or intensity) component of said received image (as mentioned in col. 9, lines 40-43 and 
45-47); 

c) a selecting unit to select a specific one of said detected edges 

(A computer program of fig. 3B prompts a user at step 312 to select a rectangular area 
that corresponds to an edge detected by the algorithm as mentioned in col. 9, line 49- 
53); and 

d) a correcting unit to correct the lightness component of said selected 
specific edge. 
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A computer program of fig. 4 is a correcting unit that removes creases and 
corrects the lightness component or shade as shown in the program of fig. 4 at step 405 
as mentioned from col. 6, lines 66,67 and col. 8, lines 6-18. 

Regarding claim 2, Ricard discloses the image processing apparatus according 
to claim 1, further comprising an extracting unit or a machine-executed algorithm as 
mentioned in col. 9, lines 40-62 to extract or scan an original or suspect area included in 
said image, wherein said selecting unit selects the edge continuously extending from a 
first end to a second end of said extracted original (The selecting unit prompts a user to 
either use the suspect area or not that was detected by the machine-executed algorithm 
based on criteria of a relatively long and narrow area or a fold of a paper as mentioned 
in col. 9, lines 47-53 and from col. 5, line 64 to col. 6, line 1 . Thus a folded paper will 
have a long and narrow area from end to end or the paper.). 

Regarding claim 4, Ricard teaches the image processing apparatus 
according to claim 1 , further comprising an attribute detecting unit (or scanner that 
scans suspect areas to detect attributes or color values that includes intensity as 
mentioned in col. 2, lines 35,36) of two regions (, suspect area and neighboring pixels 
(col. 9, lines 46,47),) separated by the edge (using criteria (a) as mentioned in col. 9, 
lines 44-47) detected by said edge detecting unit (or machine-executed algorithm 
mentioned in col. 9, lines 40-43), 
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wherein said selecting unit selects said detected edge as the specific edge when 
said detected attributes of said two regions are identical to each ("two regions, a 
"suspect area" and "neighboring pixels" correspond with the claimed two 
regions.). , have a same attribute of image (Note that a color value has "attributes" of 
shade as mentioned in col. 2, line 36. Thus, the two portions, "suspect area" and 
"neighboring pixels" which contains "color" in col. 9, lines 45-46, have the same color 
value attribute of shade.)...". 

Claim 6 is similar to claim 1 except for requiring a computer readable recording 
medium recording an image processing program. Fig. 2 has a memory 102 that 
contains image applications 203 and crease remover 204. 

Claims 7 and 12 have been addressed in claim 2. 

Claim 8 has been addressed in claim 3. 

Claim 9 has been addressed in claim 4. 

Claim 10 has been addressed in claim 5. 

Claim 13 has different claim language than claim 1, but both are directed towards 
the same functions. Therefore claim 13 has been addressed in claim 1. 

Claim 14 is similar to claims 1 and 3 except for the limitation of an acquiring unit 
to acquire an image signal expressing a color original image with three components. 
Ricard discloses a computer display as the claimed acquiring unit that displays "color 
values" that contain "shade, intensity, and hue and shade without hue" in col. 2, lines 
35-38. 

Claim 15 has been addressed in claims 1 and 14. 



Application/Control Number: 09/940,623 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2621 

Claim 16 has been addressed in claims 1 ,4 and 14. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 3 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ricard (US Patent 6,731,795 B1) in view of moed et al. (US Patent 6,141,433 A). 

Regarding claim 3, Ricard teaches the image processing apparatus according to 
claim 1 , further comprising a converting unit (A scanner of fig. 1 , num. 1 1 5 is a scanner 
that converts a non-digital medium to a digital medium in col. 1, lines 56,57.) to convert 
said received image into a lightness image including the lightness component (Ricard 
teaches that the digital image includes attributes such as shade, intensity or brightness 
in col. 2, lines 34-38. Thus the converted digital image contains the above attributes.) 
and a color difference image including a color difference component (Ricard does not 
teach the previous portion of converting an image to a color difference image, but does 
suggest using differences of colors of an image in col. 9, lines 45-47.), wherein 

said edge detecting unit detects the edge from said converted lightness image 
(This limitation was addressed in claim 1.), and 
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said selecting unit selects the edge detected from said lightness image (The 
previous portion of this limitation was addressed in claim 1.) and from a color difference 
image as the specific edge (Ricard teaches that several criteria that needs to be met for 
detecting an edge, and one of the criteria is large difference in color in col. 9, lines 45- 
47.) 

Ricard does not teach the limitations of converting an image to a color difference 
image and detecting an edge that is undetected from a color difference image. 

Regarding claim 3, Moed et al., in the field of endeavor of region extraction, 
teaches an image processing apparatus fig.1, num. 100, further comprising a converting 
unit fig. 1 , num. 120 to convert said received image (from video camera 110) into a 
lightness image (A luminance image in col. 4, lines 19,20 of the Moed reference 
corresponds to the claimed lightness image.) including the lightness component, (A "Y 
component" in col. 4, line 43 of the Moed reference corresponds to the lightness 
component of the luminance image.), and a color difference image including a color 
difference component (A difference image is "generated" that has a "U" color 
component in Moed et al., col. 4, lines 24,25,38.), wherein 

an edge detecting unit detects the edge from said converted lightness image 
(Fig. 5 or fig. 3, num. 400 is a computer program of the Moed reference that 
corresponds to the claimed edge detecting unit that "extracts" edges using the 
luminance image "in the initial region set" of fig. 5, step 420. Note that the initial region 
set contains "luminance" components from a "luminance image" in col. 6, lines 37-39.), 
and 
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a selecting unit that selects the edge detected from said lightness image and 
undetected from said color difference image as the specific edge (Computer programs 
of figures 6 and 7 mentioned from col. 7, line 51 to col. 8, line 37 select edges as shown 
in fig. 13 by bold, black lines and mentioned in col. 8, lines 34-37 from a set of detected 
edges using the results of a program 300 of. fig. 3 that creates the set of edges that are 
detected using a luminance difference image and a color difference image in fig. 3, 
num. 300 or fig. 4, step 310. Note that the color difference image is given less weight for 
detecting the edge in col. 5, lines 42-46 and 59-63 using the program 300 of fig. 3. 
Therefore edges of the color difference image will not have a lot of emphasis due to a 
lesser weighting as compared to the luminance difference image.) 

It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify Ricard's teaching of converting an image to a digital image with 
color attributes with Moed et al.'s teaching of using a color difference image for 
detecting edges as taught by Ricard, because Moed et al.'s teaching of using a color 
difference image "is based on several basic ideas" for segmenting objects in col. 3, lines 
20-23. 

Regarding claim 5, Ricard teaches the image processing apparatus according to 
claim 1, further comprising a luminance value calculating unit to calculate a luminance 
value of said received image (Figure 4, step 405 is part of a program that computes 
shade values that correspond to a luminance value.), wherein 
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said selecting unit selects said detected edge as the specific edge when a 
difference between the background luminance values of two regions each at a 
prescribed distance in opposite directions from said detected edge is smaller than a 
prescribed value. 

(The program step 312 of fig. 3B, which prompts a user to select a line, is 
graphically shown in fig. 5 that shows the detected edge enclosed by a line with 
endpoints A and B which contain pixel Ai and Bi that are on opposite sides of the edge 
used to compute shade differences as a function of distance using the top most formula 
of col. 8.) 

Ricard does not teach the limitation of a background luminance value and a 
difference of a luminance background value that is smaller than a prescribed value, but 
Ricard does suggest computing intensity differences that correspond to the claimed 
luminance values that are large differences for detecting edges in col. 9, lines 45,46. 

In addition, Moed does suggest computing a background intensity value in col. 5, 
lines 40,41 that corresponds to the claimed background luminance value and a "Y 
difference image" that includes a background value in col. 4, lines 37-42 that 
corresponds with the claimed difference of a luminance background that is compared 
with a threshold in col. 4, lines 49-65 which corresponds with the claimed prescribed 
value. 

The combination of Ricard and Moed does not teach a background luminance 
difference smaller that a prescribed value. 
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However, Matsugu et al., in the field of endeavor of image extraction, teaches a 
background luminance difference smaller that a prescribed value. 

Matsugu et al. states, " In step S41 , pixels at which the difference data between 
the normalized edge intensity subject image and the normalized edge intensity 
background image is equal to or smaller than a predetermined threshold value... are 
removed to leave only reliable subject edge data (col. 16, lines 1-6)." 

Thus, optimum edges are retained from edges from both a background 
image and an object image, while the remaining edges from the background and object 
images are removed. 

It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify Ricard's teaching of selecting an edge as mentioned above 
using figure 5 with Matsugu et al.'s teaching of selecting an optimum edge, because 
Matsugu et al.'s teaching "stably extracts] the subject region with a correct shape 
independently of the contour pattern presemt in neighboring region of the boundary 
between the subject image and the background image (Matsugu et al., col. 15, lines 41- 
45)." 

Conclusion 

7. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Rudak et al. (US Patent 6,317,223 B1) is pertinent as teaching a method of 
separating edges due to noise fig. 2E,num. 50 from contours of preprinted edges as 
shown in fig. 4C. 
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Lawton et al. (US Patent 6,226,054 B1) is pertinent as teaching a method of 
selecting an edge based on attributes in fig. 3, num. 64. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dennis Rosario-Vasquez whose telephone number is 
703-305-5431 . The examiner can normally be reached on 9-5. 
8. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Leo Boudreau can be reached on 703-305-4706. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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